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IN THE UNITED STATES JISTRICT COURT FiLeo
FOR THE SCUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI JUN
SCUTHERN TIVISION 141985

MIZSISIIPIT CELLTULAR TIZLEVYHONE COMPANY PLAINTIY
and CENTURY CELLUNET OF BILOXI. INC. * Fs
VERSTS . ¥O. 1:95-Cv-311(Br)
CELLULAR SEXTENSION SERVICE, INC. and .
L. DBAN MCRAY, Iadividually : DETENDANT

QRDER '

On :the crigizal Complaint of Mississippi Cellulaz rolcpncni
Company and Century <Cellunet of 3Bilexi, Inc. (hereinafter
"Plaincilfs”), and <zTeguees $or ‘temporasy restraiaing order,
pPreliminary and permanent injunction, filed on Junme 12, 1995, the .
Court finds: ‘ ’

1. Plaintiffs ara sufferiag inijusy from Deferdants, Cellulax
Bxtension Serxvice, Ine. and L. Deax McXay, Individually,
manipularing, transfarring or emt:lating Electronic Serial Mumbers
(ZSN) . This has resulted in an insalculable loss of revenue from,
among cther taings, 1os3 of monthly access and long distance iCCass
fees. This injuzy is izxTaparabla because ¥laintiffs have no means
of monitoring the use of cellular pholes with altered, manipuiatad,
transferred or emulazed ESNs, and therefore, has mo way ¢o bill for
this unaurhorized use of a cellular phcre.

2. Plaintiffs can only determine the rames Of customers using
cellulax phona with altered, manipulatad, transferred or emilaced
ESNs by zeview of the recozds of Delsndarecs, Cellular Extension

Service, Inc. anc L. Dean McKay, individvally.

QN
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3. Plaintiffs will suffar izceparable =axm if ésca:'ds cg
Defendants, Cellulas 3xtension Service. Inc. amd L. Dean McXay,
indi-ridually ares altered or destroyved PTior IS the granting of chis
CIWPOTATY Testraining cordar, and ctaher=2Zors, pe actise te ﬁhg
Defendants of this ordar was required.

Therefora, it is orders=d:

. Defendants, Cellular Extension Service, Izc. and L. Dean
McKay, individually are enioined from and skall cease any manipulat-
g, altering, emulacting or traansfersing of ESNs on cellular phenes.

2. Tefendants, Cellular Extensicn Sezvice, Ianc. and L. Dean
McKay, individually ara farther enioized from anc shall csase to
alter or destroy any recercs, dasf.aod in its broadest sense to
include all written, printed, typed, recorded, or graphic matter of
every kind and description, including, &zaits, ozriginals and copies,
and all attachrents and appandices cherato whish ralates or refer =C
the alterirng, manipulatiag, transferring or emulating of BSNs or the
names of individuals and/cor entities wit: zellular phores havirg
dltered, maripulacsd, emlaced or ctransfarred EsNs. wicthout
limiting it, the tezm "records” includas all agTreeIents, CORTIAGES,
communications, coTsespordence, lettars telagrams, talexes,
messages, wemoranda, recsrds, regorss, books, sumnaries, cape
recosdings oxr cther records of telephone cenversations or iacer-
views, surmaries or osther records of perscnal comvarsations, wmiautes
ox summaries or cthar records of meetincs and confzrences, SWAIies
of other records of negoti;:icns, other surmaries, diazies, diary
entries, calendars, appointment tooks, time records, imstructions,

workx assignments, forecasts, stazistical data, statistical
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statements, financial statements, worksheets, workpapefs, drafts,
gratts, maps, charts, tables, accounts, analytical raecords,
consultants' report, appraisals, bulletins, brochures, pamphlets,
¢irculars, trade letters, prass releases, notes, notices, marginal
notations, notebooks, telaphone records, bills, statements, records
of obligation and expenditure, inveoicaes, 1lists, journals,
advertising, recommendations, print-outs, compilations,
tabulations, analyses, studies, surveys, transcripts of hearings,
transcripts of testimony, affidavits, expense reports, microfilm
nicrofiche, articles, speeches, tape or disc fccordings, sound
recordings, video recordings, film, tape, photographs, punch cards,
programs, data compilation form which information can be obtained
(including matter used in data processing), and other printed,
written, handwrittaen, typewritten, recorded, stenographic,
computer-generated, computer stored, or electronically stored
matter, however and by whomever produced, praepared, raproduced,
disseninated, or made. The term "records" also includes all copies
of documents by whatever means made, except that where a document
is identified or produced, identical copies thereof which do not
contain any markings, additions, or deletions different from the
original need not be separately produced.

3. The Court orders Plaintiffs to file with the Court a bond

in the amount of $_j5 ann for the payment of costs and

damages as may be incurred or suffered by any part who is found to
have been wrongfully restrained.
4, A temporary injunction Thearing is set for

JJune 22, 1993 , beginning at _3:00 P.M., with the hearing to take
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place in Courtroom qna , of the Federal Courthouse located at

_820 Crawford Street, Vicksturg, MS

ORDERED on this the

=
{3 day of June, 19985.
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ROBERT C. GALLOWAY
JAMES 8. GALLOWAY
JOMN W SALLOWAY
ANN BOWDEN - HOLLIS
SUSAN V. PITTMAN®

CALSO ADMITTED IN FLOMOA

GALLOWAY & GALLOWAY,P. A, FAX Nu

.
Vv Lowwi WOl

GaLLowar & GalLowar, P. A,
ATTORNEYS AT Law
Suite 204
MERCHANTS Bank BUILOING
1300 TweNTY FIFTH AVENUE

QuLreoaT, Miggissierm 3IBSOL
(601) 88a-u70

Monday, July 10, 1995

Mr. Stephen J. Maggio
2208 18th Street, Suite C
GulEport, MS 39501

P. 02

CHAMLES A, GALLOWAY
OF COUNSEL

MAILING ADORESES:
POST OFFICE ORAWER 4248
QULFPORT, MISSISSIFP 38502
TELECOMER
(e01) ame-i1s3

Re: Mississippi Cellular Telephone Company and Celutel of
Biloxi, Inc. v. Cellular Bxtensions, Inc and L. Dean
McKay ’

Dear Steve:

This letter will confirm our understanding that the .above
referenced action will be resolved by Consent Order of the type
filed in the similar emulation case in the Eastern District .of
New York. We will work toward an agreed form of that order
without delay, and the TRO will remain in place until entry of
the agreed order.

With kindest regards, I am

JG\zs

Very, truly yours,

: hn4£§512;;;"

cc: Carson Hughes
Keith white
Robert Wise






UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

___________________________________ X
CELLULAR TELEPHONE COMPANY, d/b/a
CELLULAR ONE, : 95 Civ. 1666 (SJ)
Plaintiff, : L"LL..&...!:J
_ IN CLERKS OFFZE
—-agalnst- : US. r~~ = rnueT £, NY:
CELLULAR TWO, INC., TONY YANKOVSKY, : * -”“-'Q“mf3“;f§
CELLULAR EMULATION SYSTEMS, INC. _ PM. )/;
and ALAN J. GEDACHIAN, : TINE A_M,-_,/-/ "/;/,Lff
' A

i

Defendants.

——————————————————————————————————— X  CONSENT ORDER
NYNEX MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY,

Plaintiff . 95 civ. L(E(Q@ ()
-against- : |
CELLULAR EMULATIONS SYSTEMS, INC.

Defendant.

Plaintiffs in these consolidated actions having
filed their complaints herein, 95 CIV 1666 (SJ) and 95 CIV
_ (), and plaintiffs and defendants CELLULAR EMULATION
SYSTEMS, INC. ("CES") and ALAN J. GEDACHIAN, by their
respective attorneys, having agreed to the entry of this
Consent Order without admission of liability, it is hereby
ORDERED as follows:

1. CES, GEDACHIAN and all those acting on

behalf of or in concert with either of them (the "CES

defendants") will immediately cease and refrain from all
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emulation activities, including but not limited to
emulating, altering, changing, manipulating or tampering
with the electronic serial numbers of cellular telephones,
or otherwise causing cellular telephones to emit or
simulate the emission of electronic serial numbers other
than the electronic serial numbers originelly programmed
into such phones by the manufacturers.

2. In the event the Federal Communications
Commission ("FCC") rules, whether in connection with the
pending petitions for reconsideration of certain of its
Part 22 rules (the "Petitions") or otherwise, that
emulation of cellular telephones 1is permittéd and does not
violate the FCC's rules, then, subject to paragraph 3
hereof, paragraph 1 hereof shall be of no further force or
effect and this action shall be dismissed without
prejudice and without costs to any party.

3. In the event that defendants believe that
the FCC has ruled in the manner described in paragraph 2,
counsel for defendants shall so notify counsel for each
plaintiff, in writing. If any plaintiff disagrees in good
faith with defendants' interpretation of the FCC's action,
eithei plaintiff may then, within ten (10) business days
of receipt of said writing, move the Court for injunctive

relief prohibiting defendants from resuming their
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emulation activities. If either plaintiff so moves,
paragraph 1 hereof shall remain in effect pending the
Court's determination of such motion. Plaintiffs will
bear the burden of proof in connection with such motion.
If neither plaintiff so moves, paragraph 1 hereof shall be

of no further force or effect.

4. In the event that all parties hereto agree
in writing that the FCC has reaffirmed, whether in
petitions before it or otherwise, that emulation violates
the FCC's rules, the parties hereto shall jointly request
the Court to enter a permanent injunction bg;ring the CES
defendants from emulating cellular telephodes. The
parties shall cooperate in good faith with respect to the
preparation of any and all papers necessary to accomplish
this end.

5. In the event that either plaintiff believes
that the FCC has ruled in the manner described in
paragraph 4, counsel for such plaintiff shall so notify
counsel for defendants, in writing. If defendants
disagree in good faith with such plaintiff's
interpretation of the FCC's action, counsel for defendants
shall so notify counsel for each plaintiff, in writing,
within ten (10) business days. Either plaintiff may then,

at any time not less than ten (10) business days
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thereafter, apply to the Court to reactivate these
consolidated actions and to schedule a hearing on the
merits. Paragraph 1 hereof shall remain in effect pending
the entry of final judgment.

6. Within thirty (30) days of the entry of
this Consent Order, the CES defendants shall provide to
each plaintiff the names of each customer of such
plaintiff for whom the CES defendants have emulated a
cellular telephone, together with the corresponding
cellular telephone numbers. Plaintiffs agree that this
information shall be used splely for the purpose of
identifying those subscribers whose cellula£ telephones
have been emulated.

7. In the event the Court enters a permanent
injunction pursuant to paragraph 4 or 5 hereof barring the
CES defendants from emulating cellular telephones, then,
within thirty (30) days thereafter, the CES defendants
shall make available to plaintiffs, for inspection and
copying, all documents in their possession, custody or
control relating to their emulation activities, exclusive
of proprietary documentation (such as financial or
corporafé documentation) belonging to CES or proprietary
documentation belonging to third parties. The

restrictions on the.use of information set forth in
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paragraph 6 hereof shall not apply to any documents
produced putsuant to this paragraph 7.

8. This Court retains jurisdiction for the
purpose of enabling any of the parties to this proceeding
to apply to the Court for such order or directions as may
be necessary and appropriate for the enforcement of, and
compliance with, this Consent Order.

9. All notices to plaintiff CELLULAR TELEPHONE
COMPANY d/b/a CELLULAR ONE shall be sent to: Friedman & .
Kaplan, LLP, 875 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10022. All
notices to plaintiff NYNEX Mobile Communications Company
shall be sent to: Carol Abramson, 1095 Avenue of the
Americas, Room 3900, New York, NY 10036. All notices to
defendants shall be sent to Presberg & Giusto, P.C., 100
Corporate Plaza, Islandia, N.Y. 11722. Any of the above
addresses may hereafter be changed from time to time by
appropriate written notice to the parties.

10. This Consent Order may be amended only by
written instrument and with the consent of the Court.

11. This Consent Order is binding upon and
shall inure to the benefit of all parties, their
principals, offiéers, directors, shareholders, employers,

agents, successors, heirs and assigns.



12. Upon ten (10) days written notice to all
other parties, ;ny party may apply to the Court for such
other and further relief as it deems necessary to carry
out the terms of this Consent Order.

13. This Consent Order may be executed by the

parties in counterparts.

Dated: Brooklyn, New York
June é 1995

U.S.D.J.

Whis was Sgned oy
'Suu.da{\ TONToN oN Jungd 4, \C(QS

e Bl K - prite Lo nok pep
6 upD. h
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

R C e s . L
CELLULAR TELEPHONE COMPANY, 4 b/a
CELLULAR ONE® .95 Civ. 1666 (SJ)

Plaintiff, : JUDGMENT ON CONSENT

-against-
CELLULAR TWO, INC., TONY YANKOVSKY,
CELLULAR EMULATION SYSTEMS, INC.,
and ALAN J. GEDACHIAN,

Defendants.

Plaintiff having commenced this action for
permanent injunctive relief and the matter having come
before the Honorable STERLING JOHNSON, JR., U.S.D.J.; and
the Court having issued its Findings of Fact and Conclus:ions
of Law determining that (a) defendants Cellular Two, Inc.
and Tony Yankovsky are violating 47 C.F.R. § 22.919%(a) by
altering cellular telephones so that they emit the same
2lectronic serial numbers as other cellular telephones; and
(b) plaintiff Cellular Telephone Company is injured as a
result of the violation of 47 C.F.R. § 22.919(a) by
defendants Cellular Two, Inc. and Tony Yankovsky, it 1is,

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED: That defendants
Cellular Two, Inc. and Tony Yankovsky are permanently
enjoined:

(A) From emulating, altering, changing,
manipulating, or tampering with the electronic serial
numbers of cellular telephones, or otherwise causing

cellular telephones to emit or simulate the emission of

42242




electronic serial numbers other than the electronic

er:xl

N

numbers originally programmed into such phcones by the
manufacturer (such conduct defined for purposes of this
judgment as "emulating,” "emulation," "emulated" and any

other -rariant of the term),; and

jo g

on

1)

(B) To turn over to plaintiff Cellular T=elep

T

-~
[

Company (a) documents sufficient to reveal, with respect
each and every cellular telephone emulated by Cellular Two
or Yankovsky, (i) the mobile telephone number, and the
electronic serial number emitted by the phone before and
after emulation; and (ii) the name, home and business
address, and home and business telephone number of the
person for whom the cellular telephone was emulated; (b) all
work orders, bills, invoices or similar documents issued bv
or to Cellular Two or Yankovsky in connection with the
emulation of any cellular telephone; and (c) any contract,
agreement or correspondence between Cellular Two or
Yankovsky and any vendor, distributor, or manufacturer of
hardware or software used by Cellular Two or Yankovsky in
the emulation of any cellular telephone.

Dated: Brooklyn, New York
May 19, 1995 .

.

N ! / ' N ,1(

|
1
7

;/‘ .t 4 A‘/N o‘\-‘ ‘J. T e
Hon| Sterling;Johnson, Jr.:”
U.5:D.J.



Attormeys for Partics Entitled to Notice of Judgment

Robert D. Kaplan, Esqg.
FRIEDMAN & KAPLAN LLP
875 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10022
(212) 833-1100

Attorneys for Plaintiff
Cellular Telephone Company

ALLEN SIEGAL, ESQ.

305 Broadway

New York, New York 10007
(212) 693-0615

Attorney for Defendants
Cellular Two, Inc. and
Tony Yankovsky

Andrew Presberg, Esq.
PRESBERG & GIUSTO, P.C.

100 Corporate plaza

Central Islip, New York 11722
(516) 232-4444

Attorneys for Defendants

Cellular Emulation Systems,
Inc. and Alan J. Gedachian
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x
CELLULAR TELEPHONE COMPANY, d/b/a
CELLULAR ONE® : 95 Civ. 1666 (SJ)
Plaintiff, : FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
-against- :  AND ORDER ON CONSENT
CELLULAR TWO, INC., TONY YANKOVSKY,
CELLULAR EMULATION SYSTEMS, INC.,
and ALAN J. GEDACHIAN,
Defendants.
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x
FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Plaintiff Cellular Telephone Company
("Cellular One®") is a New York general partnership with its
principal place of business in Paramus, New Jersey.

Cellular One® is licensed by the FCC as the exclusive
provider of cellular communications services on its
authorized frequencies in the New York Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which includes, among other regions, New
York City and Long Island.

2. Defendant Cellular Two, Inc. ("Cellular Two")
is a New York corporation with its principal place of
business in Brooklyn, New York.

3. Defendant Tony Yankovsky is a corporate
officer of Cellular Two. Yankovsky resides in Brooklyn, New
York.

4. The electronic serial number ("ESN") of a
cellular telephone is a 32-bit binary number that is factory
installed in each individual phone. Each telephone has a
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unique ESN. When a customer of Cellular One® or any other
cellular carrier initiates or receives a call, his or her
phone is identified to the cellular system by its ESN. By
identifying the particular phone being used to the cellular
system, the ESN enables the cellular carrier to authorize
system usage and to bill the appropriate account for the
call.

5. "Emulation" is the process whereby a
particular cellular telephone is altered so that it emits
the ESN installed in a different phone. The cellular system
cannot distinguish between a phone emitting a particular ESN
because that was the number factory-installed into the
phone, and a phone emitting the same ESN because it has been
emulated. As a result, emulation enables a person to make a
call on one cellular telephone (the emulated phone) while
charging the call to another phone (the phone originally
assigned that ESN).

6. Defendants Cellular Two and Yankovsky have
engaged in the business of emulating cellular telephones for
a fee. 1In particular, without the knowledge or permission
of Cellular One®, defendants Cellular Two and Yankovsky have
emulated cellular telephones purchased by existing Cellular
One® customers so that those phones emit the ESNs of the
customers' original, authorized phones. The result of the
emulation is that the customers then have a second phone

that is indistinguishable to the cellular system from their
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pre-existing phone, enabling them to make calls from either
phone that will be charged to their one authorized account.
The customers thereby obtain an "extension" phone for which
they pay no access charge to Cellular One®. Defendants
Cellular Two and-Yankovsky have publicly advertised their
willingness to emulate cellular telephones for a fee.

7. Defendants Cellular Two and Yankovsky have
engaged in the business of emulating cellular telephones at
a storefront at 1396 Coney Island Avenue, Brooklyn, New
York. On March 23, 1995, a private investigator retained
by Cellular One® paid a representative of Cellular Two one
hundred sixty-nine dollars ($169.00) to emulate a cellular
telephone so that it would emit the ESN C32C392F, the ESN
assigned to another cellular phone authorized to use
Cellular One?®'s system. The Cellular Two representative did
emulate the phone, after which both the original, authorized
phone and the emulated phone were able to access Cellular
One®'s network by emitting ESN C32C392F. The Cellular Two
representative informed the investigator that Cellular One®
would issue only one bill and that Cellular One® would not
detect the second phone with the same assigned number unless
there was an excessive amount of activity on the account.

8. The emulation activities of defendants
Cellular Two and Yankovsky cause Cellular One“iirreparable
harm in several ways. First, it interferes with efforts to

combat a widespread form of fraud known as "cloning."
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Cloning occurs when a cellular phone is emulated to emit the
ESN of another phone belonging not to the owner of the
emulated phone, but to some unsuspecting customer. Calls
made on the emulated phone are then charged to the account
of the victim whose phone had been cloned.

9. Cellular One®'s system is able to detect when
multiple phones are emitting a single ESN. However, because
emulated "extensions" used by legitimate Cellular One?®
customers, like phones cloned by thieves, emit the same ESN
as another phone, it_is impossible to distinguish between a
phone that has been emulated at a customer's request and a
phone that has been cloned without the customer's knowledge.
Accordingly, the use of emulated "extension" phones
significantly interferes with Cellular One®'s ability to
take affirmative action against users of cloned phones. The
unauthorized "extensions" act as a smoke screen behind which
the thieves can escape detection.

10. Emulation activities also interfere with the
operation of Cellular One®'s system. Because there is no
way for Cellular One® to determine how many of its customers
have had their phones emulated, it is not possible for
Cellular O_ne0 to properly assess the level of expected
system usage. By preventing Cellular One® from accurately
predicting system usage, ESN emulation interferes with
Cellular One®'s ability to accurately predict the need to

expand system capacity. Capacity is limited, and the drain
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on system resources leads to a deterioration in service for
all customers -- increased static, the inability to complete
a call ("blocked" calls) and involuntary disconnections
("dropped" calls).

11. Finally, by enabling customers of Cellular
One® to obtain a second cellular phone which is invisible to
Cellular One®'s system, emulation allows customers to avoid
paying the monthly access fee to which Cellular One? is
entitled under its tariff. Because it is impossible to
determine how many emulated "extension" phones are in use on
the Cellular One?® system, it is impossible to determine just
how much revenue the Company is losing.

12. Because unauthorized phones with emulated
ESNs are invisible to Cellular One®'s system, the Company
has no way of knowing how many emulated phones are in use,
or who is using them. The Company has no way of identifying
and contacting those of its customers who are using
unauthorized "extensions." The records maintained by
defendants' Cellular Two and Yankovsky are the only source
of information that will enable Cellular One® to contact
customers whose phones have been emulated by these
defendants.

| CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Court has subject matter jurisdiction over
this action pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 401(b) and 28 U.S.C.

§ 1331.
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2. The regulations of the Federal Communications
Commission ("FCC") require that every cellular telephone
have a unique ESN. 47 C.F.R. § 22.919(a). Emulating a
cellular telephone so that it emits the same ESN as another
cellular telephone therefore violates the rules of the FCC.
See Report and Order, Revision of Part 22 of Commission's
Rules Governing Public Mobile Services, CC Docket No.
92-115, 9 60 ("(W]e conclude that the practice of altering
cellular phones to "emulate" ESNs without receiving the
permission of the re;evant cellular licensee should not be
allowed . . .").

3. By emulating cellular telephones so that they
emit the ESNs assigned to different cellular telephones,
defendants Cellular Two and Yankovsky have violated 47
C.F.R. § 22.919(a). See Report and Order, gupra, at ¢ 62
("[Alny individual or company that knowingly alters cellular
telephones to cause them to transmit an ESN other than the
one originally installed by the manufacturer is aiding in
the vioclation of our rules").

4. 47 U.S.C. § 401(b) provides that a district
court shall enforce obedience to an order of the FCC, by
injunction or other proper process, if (a) the order was
regularly made and duly served; (b) the defendant is
disobeying the order; and (c) the plaintiff is injured

thereby.
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5. 47 C.F.R. § 22.919 is an order of the FCC

within the meaning of 47 U.S.C. § 401(b). See Chesapeake &
P T . v. P ' v. Comm'n, 748 F.2d 879 (4th
Cir. 1984) (per curiam), vacated on other grounds, 476 U.S.
445 (1986) ; h ral T L V. igiana Pub.
Serv. Comm'n, 744 F.2d 1107 (Sth Cir. 1984), vagated on
other grounds, 476 U.S. 1166 (1986); Illinois Bell Tel. Co.
V. inoi 'n, 740 F.2d4 566 (7th Cir. 1984);
Southwestern Bell Tel ., Co. v. Arkansag Pyb. Serv. Comm'n,
738 F.2d 901 (8th Cir. 1984), vacated on other grounds, 476
U.S. 1167 (1986); Al T 2 v. T P

Serv. Comm'n, 913 F.2d 305 (éth Cir. 1990); Hawaiian Tel.
Co. v, Public Util. Comm'n, 827 F.2d 1264 (9th Cir. 13987),
cert. denied, 487 U.S. 1218 (1988); M V. lphi
Communjications Corp., 1994 WL 724981 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 29,
1994); In re Comcast Corp. Cable TV Rate Reg., 1994 WL

622105 (E.D. Pa. Nov. 10, 19%4).

6. 47 C.F.R. § 22.919 was regularly made,
pursuant to standard notice and comment procedures. See
Hawaiian Tel., 827 F.2d at 1272.

7. 47 C.F.R. § 22.919 was duly served by its
publication in the Federal Register on November 17, 1954.
See South Central Bell, 744 F.2d at 1120.

8. Because the emulation of cellular telephones
(a) interferes with Cellular One®'s anti-fraud efforts;

(b) interferes with the operation of Cellular One®'s
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